GRAND VALLEY SCHOOL BUSINESS OFFICIALS
Regional Affiliate of Michigan School Business Officials

Friday, December 9, 2016
1:15 p.m.
Kent ISD, Coldwater Room
Call-in option:
Dial (616) 364-1333 and request GVSBO meeting

Agenda

Welcome & Introductions
Legistative Update — Chris Glass, West Michigan Talent Triangle and Ron Koehler, KISD

Main Program — John Andrejack, MDE Office of Special Education, LEA Maintenance of Effort
Changes and Excess Costs

President’s Report

GVSBO Officer Needed for 2017-18 - Program Chair

Business Administrator of the Year - nominations due to Jodi no later than March 10, 2017

2016-17 Meeting Schedule :

January 13, 2017 — Coldwater Room

Program: Marios Demetriou, Detroit Public Schools Community District
What's Happening in Detroit & How It Is Impacting Districts and
Negotiations

February 24, 2017 — Coldwater Room

Program: Kathryn Summers, Senate Fiscal Agency - State Aid Outlook

March 10, 2017 — Coldwater Room

Program: Bob Dwan, MSBO and David Hulings, Hulings and Associates

May 12, 2017 — Coldwater Room

Program: Bethany Wicksall, House Fiscal Agency - State Budget Outlook

Treasurer’s Report & Membership Update

Roundtable Discussion

GVSBO Officers for 2016-17:
President: Jodi DeKuiper, Newaygo County RESA
Secretary: Catherine Kloska, MAISD
Program Chair: Tina Wright, MAISD
Treasurer: Kyle Barr, West Ottawa



Grand Valley School Business Officials

MEMORANDUM
Date: December, 2016 '
To: GVSBO Members
From: Jodi DeKuiper, President
Subject: GVSBO Business Administrator of the Year

Annually the GVSBO organization selects a Business Administrator of the Year. To ensure the
program continues success, | hope you will take the time to review the general information
listed below and consider nominating one of your peers as the GVSBO Business Administratar
of the Year for 2017.

Evaluation criteria will include the following:

e Innovations, improvements, and accomplishments the nominee has played a role in
implementing in their district.

» [nvolvement and attendance in GVSBO and other professional development.
e Professional development.
» Professional awards and recognition.

» Professional and personal activities including but not limited to such areas as
publications, presentations, years of service, etc.

» Community and civic activities.
Please return this form to me no later than March 10, 2017.

I am nominating as a deserving candidate for
consideration as the 2016-17 GVSBO Business Administrator of the Year.

Nominator Date

Send nominations to:
lodi DeKuiper, CFO
Newaygo County RESA
4747 W 48 Street
Fremont, M| 49412
idekuiper@necresa.org
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LOCAL EDUCATIONAL
AGENCY MAINTENANCE
OF EFFORT

An Overview of the Final Regulations and Major
Provision

John Andrefack, Financlal Manager
Michigan Department of Education

Qitice of Epecial Education

12/12/2016

OBJECTIVES

» Why LEA MOE?

LEA MOE Definition

» Dverview of Revislons

How to calculate: a closer look

« Allowable exceptions and adijustment
LEA MOE and CEIS Interaction

» Questions

»

LEA MOE AND YOU:
TURN AND TALK

- What Is the biggest challenge or
question that you have regarding
your administrative responsibilities
around LEA MOE?

. Rate your understanding of the new
MQE regs:

¢ = I didn't even know there were new regs
3 = I could do this workshop




WHY REQUIRE MOE

—Purpose of LEA MOE:
» Help ensure FAPE
« Ensure sufficient funds to serve
students with disabilities
~Parallel Requirement of State MFS
« Provide steady source of
available funds for LEAs to
provide FAPE

12/12/2016

WHAT IS LEA MOE?

— LEAs must expend at least as much as
they did previous year on education of
children with disabilities.

-~ Two standards:

+ Eligibility: Must budget at least as much as
they expended In last year for which
information available.

- Compilance must actually expend at least as
much as they expended in previous
{comparison year)- More on this later.

WRITING EXERCISE

» We want your questions and your
thoughts on LEA MQE,

» Write them down on the cards
provided.

« We will collect them and discuss the
ones we can today.

« The others we will take back and
provide answers in another forum.




OVERVIEW

» NPRM Published in September of 2013.

« Purpose of NPRM: To amend the LEA
MOE regulations in §300.203 to clarify
existing policy and make changes to:

- The Compliance Standard
—The Eligibility Standard

—~The Level of Effort Required of an LEA in
the Year after it Fails to Maintain Effort
(referred to as the Subsequent Years Rule)

- Consequences for Failure to Maintain Effort
k4
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OVERVIEW

(continued)

. Final reguiations DO NOT introduce
major substantive changes to the
regulations.

« But, in response to comments, OSEP
did make additional changes and
clarifications, that address issues not
addressed explicitly previously.

» Cumulative effect is significant.

OVERVIEW

{continued)

+ No changes to the LEA MOE
exceptions §300.204)or the
LEA MOE Adjustment (§300.205).
« But we wili address the exceptions

and adjustment later on in this
presentation.




CATEGORIES OF
CHANGES

. Structural Changes

. Four Methods

. Comparison Year

. Use of exceptions and adjustment in
eligibility standard

. Subsequent Years Rule

. Consequences for Failure to Maintain
Effort

7. Added Appendix E

Bl N

W

12/12/2016

STRUCTURAL CHANGES

Regulations reorganized and
renumbered the subsections under
§300.203 as follows:

a) Eligibility standard

b) Compliance standard

c) Subsequent years

d) Consequence of failure to maintain
effort

FOUR METHODS

- Most common finding
~Not a change
-~ Made more explicit
- Clarifies that applies to both standards
- Four methods are;
+ local funds only;
« the combination of State and local funds;
« tocal funds only on a per capita basis; or

» the combination of State and local funds
on & per capita basis.




SUBSEQUENT YEARS
RULE

~First Articulated in Letter to
Boundy (2012).

—Enacted into law in the 2014 and
2015 Appropriations Acts.

~Final Regulations make the rule
permanent and provide details on
implementation and implications.

12/12/2016

WHAT IT MEANS

. Defines what level of effort an LEA
must meet in order to maintain effort
in the year after an MOE failure:

« Level of effort that would have been
required In the absence of that failure, not
the LEA's reduced level of expenditures.

Impact of Method
on the Subsequent Years Rule

» To determine required level of effort, must
look back to last year in which LEA
maintained effort

« But must look back to the last year in
which it maintained effort using the
same method by which it is
establishing compliance.

- We will explore this further with examples
later on.
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EXCEPTIONS AND
ADJUSTMENT TO MOE

+ Under IDEA, two categories
allowing reduction of level of effort
required to meet MOE:

+ Exceptions (§300.204)
+ Adjustment (§300,205)
+ No Changes in Final Regulations.

+ Under both, reduced level retained
rmaving forward.

EXCEPTIONS:

§ 300.204(a)

* (a) The voluntary departure, by
retirement or otherwise, or departure
for just cause, of specia! education or
related services personnel.
~ Layoffs or Reductions in Force do not count

- Reduction in LEA share of benefits do not
count {Letter to White (2003})

~ Calculations can:
= Consider differential in salary

« Look at overall differential for LEA, rather than
one-to-gne correspondence

EXCEPTIONS:
§ 300.204(b)

(b) A decrease in the enroliment of
children with disabilities.




EXCEPTIONS:
§ 300.204(c)

« The termination of the obligation of the
agency, consistent with this part, to
provide a program of special education to a
particular child with a disability that is an
exceptionally costly program, as
determined by the SEA, because the child—
(1) Has left the jurisdiction of the agency;

(2) Has reached the age at which the obligation
of the agency to provide FAPE to the child
has terminated; or

(3) No longer needs the program of special
education.

12/12/2016

EXCEPTIONS:
§ 300.204(d)

« The termination of costly
expenditures for long-term
purchases, such as the acquisition of
equipment or the construction of
school facilities.

—Long term= more than one year
- Costly expenditure

n

EXCEPTIONS:
§ 300.204(e)

The assumption of cost by the
high cost fund operated by the
SEA under § 300.704(c).

—Includes high cost funds financed
through federal IDEA funds.

n




MOE ADJUSTMENT
OR FLEXIBILITY (§300.205)

+ If the IDEA allocaticn increases, the
LEA, if it meets certain conditions, may
reduce its MOE level up to 50 percent
of the increase in the allocation.
Conditions

~ Praviding FAPE

- Meets Requirements

- Has not been identified with a Significant
Disproportionality

13
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CEIS AND LEA MOE
FLEXIBILITY INTERACTION

Special rule: The amount of funds
expended by a LEA for CEIS shall
count toward the maximum amount
of expenditures such local
educational agency may reduce for
MOE flexibility

« Impact: Cannot take both full 50%
of reduction and 15% for CEIS

CALCULATING MOE
REDUCTION AND CEIS

= Must first determine the maximum
amounts available for CEIS and MOE
flexibility.

+ Keep in mind:
—MOE flexibility 50% of the increase in

LEAs IDEA 611 allocation over previous
year

—-Amount available for CEIS is 15% of an
LEA’s 611 and 619 allocation.

4




USE OF EXCEPTIONS AND
THE ELIGIBILITY STANDARD

—Prior regulations sllent on
applicability of excedatlons and
adjustments (§§300.204 and 205}

—Based on comments, decislon was
made to explicitly alfow LEAs to
consider the exceptions:

+ to the extent the Informatlon is available;

- exceptions taken in the Intervening
year; and

- exceptlons that LEAs reasonabiy expect to
take in the fiscal year for which the LEA IS
budgeting.

1%

12/12/2016

MAKING IT CONCRETE

« Next serles of siides takes these
principles and applies them with real
numbers

+ We hope this will help Wlustrate what
all of this means and how It works.

H

Appendix E - Table 4

. 2012-2013 - i A0 LYES:

“oaon | $100 L)
0142015 | . $90 | #1007 Lo WO
2015-2016 $110 $100 YES
62017 | oo o] $H0

7
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Appendix E - Table 5

2017 400 $950 $40 $95 10
2018 |1 $5600° | $900.° U800 ] e’ |16
I

Practice

* In small groups, use the example
data tables to identify:

~Which years the LEA met MOE

—Which methods the LEA used to meet
MOE in each year

* We will share out in 5 minutes.

Example Data

2013 | 410,800 $22,200 $500

| e | sih |

12

10



Appendix E - Table 6

C %450 7

410 +'$10

. ..-“3'0

3405
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Appendix E - Table 6

Appendix E - Table 8

© 2018 sto00: |
2016 $450 $1,000 $45 $i¢ | 10
_201:?' | '.-_- - ~ - ..
Required | s500 $1,000 $50 $100 -

n

11
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Appendix E - Table 9

Actual 2015 [ 5
Exc. & Ad).
taken in -$50 -$50 ~$5 -$5
2016

Exc B AQ). |- -425 0 | gas5n 0 42800 | -$2.50-

for 20175 |- Sl

Elglbility
standard
requirament
in 2017

$425 $925 $42.50 $42.50

CONSEQUENCES FOR
MOE FAILURE

« If LEA fails MOE, SEA must repay Federal
Gavernment out of Non-Federal Funds (or
non-accountable Federal Funds).

+ May require repayment from LEA out of
Non-Federal Funds (or non-accountable
Federal Funds.

+ This Is not new: based on GEPA (20 U.5.C.
1234a)

+ Clarify by making it explicit in regulations

+ Also clarifies how much must be returned

AMOUNT TO BE REPAID
FOR LEA MOE FAILURE

..an amount equal to the amount by
which the LEA falled to maintaln its
level of expenditures in accordance
with paragraph (b) of this sectlon in
that fiscal year, or the amount of the
LEA's Part B subgrant in that fiscal
year, whichever Is lower.

§300.203(d)

12



Questions and Comments

7

12/12/2016

Follow Up

« If you have further
questions contact:

—John Andrejack,
andrejackj@Michigan.qov

(517) 241-1235

39

13
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raduction of $18,358,631, which
represents 41 percent of the increase in
that LEA's allocation from the previous
year; but the reductions that were taken
by the remaining LEAs were relatively
small.

----- The combined amount by which -
eligible LEAs in the 50 States, the
District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico
could have reduced their level of effort
in §Y 2009-2010 was $5.6 billion, but
the actual combined reduction was only
27 percent of thet amount, or §1.5
billien, Because most LEAs did not
raduce expenditures when they had an
opportunity to do so, which would have
lec to an allowable reduction of their
level of effort required in future years,
it is reasonable to assume that a smaller
number of LEAs would undertaks
reductions that constitute violations of
the MOE requirement. We believe that
it is highly unlikely that the 4,205 LEAs
that met the requirement of section
812(a){2)(C) of the IDEA and reduced
their level of effort would seek further
reductions that would violate the MOE
requirement because they legitimately
lowered their own required lavsl of
effort when they made those previous
reductions.

Based op g¢vaileble audit findings and
data, the Dapartment believes that LEAs
generally are unlikely to reduce
expenditures in violation of the MOE
requirement. Moreover, we helieve that
the requirement that LEAs make FAPE
available to all eligible children with
disabilities provides enother critical
protaction against unwarranted
reductions of expenditures to support
education for children with disabilities,
However, to ensure that State policy and
administration of the MOE requirement
are consistent with the Department’s
position on the required level of future
expenditures in cases of LEA violations,
we think that it is critical to change the
regulations to clearly articulate the
Department's interpretation of the law,

Faperwork Reduction Act of 1995

Under the Paperwark Reduetion Act
of 1995 {44 11.8.C, 3501-3520), we have
assessed the potentiel information
collections in these proposed
regulations that would be subject to
review by OMB (Report on IDEA Part B
Maintenance of Effort Reduction
(§300.285()) and Coordinated Early
Intervening Services (§ 360.226))
{Information Cellection 1820-0685). In
conducting this analysis, the
Department examined the extent to
which the amended reguletions would
add information collection requirements
for public agencies. Based on this
analysis, the Secretary has concluded
that these amendments to the Part B

regulations would not impose
additional information collection
requirements.

Intergovernmenital Review
This program is subject to the

“requirements of Executive Order 12372

and the regulations in 34 CFR part 79.
One of the objectives of tha Exacutive
order is to foster an intergovarnmental
partnership and a strengthened
tederalism, The Executive order relies
on processes developed by State and
local governments for coordination and
review of proposed Federal financial
assistance.

This document provides early
notification of the Department’s specific
plans and actions for this program.

Assessment of Educational Impact

In the NFRM we requested comments
on whether the proposed regulations
would raquire transmission of
informetion that any other agency or
authority of the United States gathers or
makes available.

Based on the response to the NPRM
and on our review, we have determined
that these final regulations do not
require transmission of information that
any other agency or authority of the
United States gathers or makes
available.

Accessible Format: Individuals with
disabilities can obtain this document in
an accessible format {e.g,, braille, large
print, audiotape, or compact disc) on
request to the program contact person
listed under FOR FURTHER INFORMATION
CONTACT,

Electronic Access to This Document:
The official version of this document is
the document published in the Federal
Register, Free Internet access to the
official edition of the Federal Register
and the Code of Federal Regulations is
available via the Federal Digital System
at: www.gpo.gov/fdsys. At this site you
can view this document, as well as all
other documents of this Department
published in the Federal Register, in
text or Adobe Portable Document
Format (PDF). To use PDF you must
have Adobe Acrobat Reader, which is
available free at the site.

You may also access documents of the
Department published in the Federal
Register by using the article search
feature at: www.federolregister.gov.
Specifically, through the advanced
search festure at this site, you can limit
your search to documents published by
the Department, You may also view this
document in text or PDF at the
following site: idea.ed gov.

{Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance
Number 84,181}

List of Subjects in 34 CFR Part 300

Administrative practice and
procedure, Education of individuals
with disabilities, Elementary and
secondary education, Equal educational

.. Opportunity, Grant programs—

education, Privacy, Private schools,
Reporting and recordkeaping
requirements.

Dated: April 8, 2015.

Arne Duncan,
Secretary of Education.

For the reasons discussed in the
preamble, the Secretary amends part
300 of title 34 of the Code of Federal
Regulations as follows:

PART 300—ASSISTANCE TO STATES
FOR THE EDUCATION OF CHILDREN
WITH DISABILITIES

® 1. The suthority citation for part 300
is revised to read as follows:

Authority: 20 U.5.C. 122183, 1406, 1411~
1419, 3474, unless otherwise noted,

® 2. Section 300,203 isrevised to read
a5 follows:

§300.203 Maintenance of effort.

(a} Eligibility standard. (1} For
purposes of establishing the LEA's
eligibility for an award for a fiscal vear,
the SEA must determine that the LEA
budgets, for the education of children
with disabilities, at least the same
amount, from at least one of the
following sources, as the LEA spent for
that purpose from the same source for
the most recent fiscal year for which
informetion is available:

{i) Local funds only;

(ii] The combinatior of State and local
funds;

{iii] Local funds only on a per capita
basis; or

{iv) The combination of State and
local funds on a per capita basis.

(2) When determining the amount of
funds that the LEA must budget to meet
the requirement in paragraph (a)(1) of
this section, the LEA may take into
consideration, to the extent the
informaticn is available, the exceptions
and adjustment provided in §§ 300.204
and 300.205 that the LEA:

(i] Took in the intervening year or
years between the most recent fiscal
year for which information is svailable
end the fiscal year for which the LEA is
budgeting; and K

(i) Reasonably expects to take in the
fiscal year for which the LEA is
budgeting.

(3) Expenditures made from funds
provided by the Federal government for
which the SEA is required to account to
the Fedsral government cor for which ths
LEA is required to account to the



Federal Register/Vol 80, No. 81/Tuesday, April 28, 2015 /Rules and Regulations

23667

Federal government directly or through
the SEA may not be considersd in
determining whether an LEA mests the
standard in paragraph (a}{1} of this
section. :

(&) Compliance standard. (1) Except
as provided in §§300.204 and 300.208,
funds provided to an LEA under Part B
of the Act must not ba used to reduce
the level of expenditures for the
education of children with disshilities
made by the LEA from local funds
below the lavel of those expenditures
for the preceding fiscal year.

{2) An LEA meets this standard if it
does not reduce the level of
expenditures for the education of
children with disabilitiss made by the
LEA from at least one of the following
sources below the level of thoss
expenditures from the same source for
the preceding fisual year, except as
provided in §§ 300.204 and 300.205:

(i} Local funds only;

{ii) The combination of State and local
funds;

{ii1) Lozal funds only on a per capita
basis; or

{iv} The combination of Statg and
local Funds on a per capita basis,

{3) Expenditures made from funds
provided by the Federal government for
which the SEA is required to account to
the Federal government or for which the
LEA is required to account to the
Federal government directly or through
the SEA may not be considered in
determining whether an LEA mests the
standard in paragraphs (bj{1) and (2] of
this section,

(¢} Subseguent years. (1) If, in the
fiscal year beginning on July 1, 2013 or
July 1, 2014, an LEA fails to mest the
reguirements of § 309,203 in effect at
that time, the level of expenditures
required of the LEA for the fiscal vear
subsequent to the year of the fajlure is
the amount that would have been
requirad in the absence of that failure,

ot the LEA's reduced level of
expenditures,

{2) If, in any fiscal year beginning on
or after Tuly 1, 2015, an LEA fails to
meet the requirement of paragraph
{b}2)i) or (34) of this section and the
LEA is relying on local funds only, or
logal funds only on a per capita basis,
to mest the requirements of paragraph
{a) or {b] of this section, the level of
expenditures reguired of the LEA for the
fiscal year subsequent to the year of the
failure is the ameunt that would kave
been required under paragraph (b)(2}(1}
or (i) in the absence of that failure, not
the LEA’s raduced level of sxpenditures.

{3) If, in any fiscal year beginning on
or after July 1, 2015, an LEA fails to
meet the requirement of paragraph
(bi(23{ii) or (iv) of this section and the
LEA is relying on the combination of
State and local funds, or the
combination of State and local funds on
g per capita basis, to meet the
requirements of paragraph (s} or {b) of
this section, the level of expenditures
required of the LEA for the fiscal ysar
subssquent to the year of the failure is
the amount that would have been
required under paragraph (b}{2){ii} or
{iv) in the absence of that failure, not the
LEA's reduced level of expendituras.

{8} Consequence of failure to
maintain effort, If an LEA fails to
maintain its level of expenditures for
the education of children with
diszhilities in accordance with
paragraph {b) of this section, the SEA is
liable in a recovery action under section
452 of the General Education Provisions
Act (20 10.8.C. 1234a) to return to the
Departinent, using non-Federal funds,
an amount squal to the emount by
which the LEA fzilad to meaintain its
level of expenditures in accordance
with paregraph (b} of this seation in that
fiscal year, or the amount of the LEA’s
Part B subgrant in that fiscal year,
whichever is lower. (Approved by the

Qffice of Management and Budget under
control number 1820~0600)

{Authority: 20 U.5.C. 1413{a)(2}{A), Pub. L.
113-75, 128 Stat. 3, 394 {2014), Pub. L. 113~
235, 125 Stat. 2130, 2499 (2014))

§300.204 [Amended]

® 3. Section 300.204 is amended by
removing, from the introductory text,
the citation “§ 309,203(a}" and adding,
in its place, the citation “'§ 300,203(b)".

§300.205 [Amended]

E 4. Section 300.205 is amended by
removing, from paragraph (a), both
instances of the citation “'§ 300.203{a)”,
and adding, in both places, the citatisn
Y& 1300.203(b)".

§300.208 [Amended]

® 5, Section 300.208 is amended by
removing, from pzragraph (a), the
citation “300.203(a)" and adding, in its
place, the citation '300.203{b}".
Appendix E to Part 300 {Redesignated as
Appendix F to Part 300]

® 6 Appendix E to part 300is
redesignated as Appendix F to part 300

& 7. A new Appendix Eis addsd to read
as follows:

Appendix E To Part 300-—Local
ntenance of

Effort Calculation Examples

The following tables provide sxamples of
caleulating LEA MOE. Figures are in
510,000s, All references to a “fiscal yeer” in
these tables refer to the fiscal year covering
that sthool year, unless otherwiss notad.

Tables 1 through 4 provids examples of
bow zn LEA complies with the Subsequent
Years rule, In Table 1, for example, an LEA
spent 51 million in Fiscal Year (FY) 2012-
2013 on the sducation of children with
disabilities. In the following year, the LEA
wes raquired to spend at least §1 million but
spant only $900,600. In FY 20142015,
therefore, the LEA was required to spend 31
million, the amount it was required to spend
in FY 20132014, not the $800,000 it actually
spent.

~

TasLE 1—EXaAMPLE OF LEVEL OF EFFORT REQUIRED TO MEET MOE COMPLIANCE STANDARD IN YEAR FOLLOWING A
YEAR IN WHICH LEA FaiLeD TO MEET MOE COMPLIANCE STANDARD

- Actual level Raquired level
Fiscal year of affort af eflart Notes
2O12-2013 i 3100 §100 | LEA met MOE.
2013-2014 . 80 100 | LEA did not mes! MOE,
20T4-2015 . iirremrnmsrsrnmionsein L onesenessscn s 100 | Reguired iavel of effort is 3100 despite LEA's failure in 2013-2014,

Table 2 shows how to calculate the
required amount of ffort when there are

consecutive fiscal years in which an LEA
does not meet MOE,
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TABLE 2—EXAMPLE OF LEVEL OF EFFORT REQUIRED TO MEET MOE COMPLIANGE STANDARD IN YEAR FOLLOWING
CONSEGUTIVE YEARS iIN WHICH LEA FaiLED To MEET MOE COMPLIANCE STANDARD

Fiscal year A?Sg?&‘{m HE%‘;';?DE,?VB' Notas
L 2012-2013 et e ssnas $100 $100 i LEA met MOE.. . . .
2013-2014 ... 80 100 ; LEA did nol meet MOE.
2014~-2015 50 100 | LEA did not meet MOE. Raquirad lavel of efiort is $100 despite LEA's
failure in 20182014,
2018-2018 (oo | o 100 | Required level of effort Is $100 despite LEA's failure in 2013-2014 and
2014-2015.

Table 3 shows how to calculate the

required level of effort in a fiscal year after
the year in which an LEA spent more than,

the required amount on the education of
children with disabilities. This LEA spent
$1.1 millicn in FY 2015-2016 though only §1  miilion.

miliion was required. The required level of
effort in FY 2016-2017, therefore, is $1.1

TABLE 3—EXAMPLE OF LEVEL OF EFFOAT REQUIRED TO MEET MOE COMPLIANCE STANDARD IN YEAR FOLLOWING YEAR
In WHICH LEA MeT MOE COMPLIANCE STANDARD

. Actual level Required level
Fiscal year of effort of effor Notes

20122013 e e $100 $100 | LEA met MOE.

20132014 80 100 | LEA did not meet MOE.

20142015 v 80 100 | LEA did not meet MOE. Raquired level of efforl Is $100 despite LEA's
failure in 2013-2014,

20152018 orvvrvirerevrrresrmnrssiersirniins 110 100 | LEA met MOE.

20T6-2017 corrvvrmriinimsrrmineisresininnes | osissnssesie s essees 110 | Required level of effort is $110 because LEA expended $110, and mat
MOE, in 2015-2018.

Table 4 shows the seme calculation when,

in an intervening fiscal year, 2016--2017, the

LEA did not maintein effort,

TABLE 4—EXAMPLE OF LEVEL OF EFFORT REQUIRED TO MEET MOE COMPLIANCE STANDARD IN YEAR FOLLOWING YEAR
IN WHICH LEA Db NOT MEET MOE COMPLIANCE STANDARD

Fiscal year Aﬁ;’g%l_ﬁ;’ el RE%L;I;?D,{?VEE Notas

2012-2013 oo cesrmnenins 5100 $100 | LEA met MOE,

2013-2014 ... 80 100 | LEA did not mest MOE,

2014-2015 i 80 108 | LEA did not meet MOE. Required leve! of effor is $100 despile LEA's
fallure in 2013-2014.

20152018 ocivrivmerormmmresisnsasmmins 118 100 ; LEA met MOE,

20162017 rriniisrcaserrmimsnsessennis . 100 110 | LEA did not mest MOE. Reauirad level of effort is $110 because LEA
expended §110, and met MOE, in 2015-2018.

20T7-2018 1o | cecnrmimoniennmanr 110 | Required level of effort is $110, despite LEA's failure in 2018-2017.

Table 5 provides an example of how an
LEA may meet the compliance standard
using alternate methods from year to year
without vsing the exceptions or adjustment
in §5300.204 and 300.205, and provides
information on the llowing seenario. In FY
2015~2018, the LEA meets the compliance
standard using all four methods. As a result,
in order to demonstrate that it met the

compliance standard using any one of the
four methods in FY 2016-2017, the LEA
must expend at least asmuch as it did in FY
2015-2016 using that same method. Because
the LEA spent the same amount in FY 2016~
2017 as it did in FY 2015-2016, calculated
using a combination of State and local funds
and a combination of State and local funds
on & per capita basis, the LEA met the

compliance standard using both of those
msthods in FY 2016-2017. Howsver, the LEA
did not mest the complience standard in FY

2016-2017 using the other two methods—
local funds anly or local funds only on a per
capita basis—because it did not spend at
least the same amount in FY 20162017 as
it did in FY 2015-2016 uging the same

matheds,

TABLE 5-—EXAMPLE OF HOW AN LEA MAY MEET THE COMPLIANCE STANDARD USING ALTERNATE METHODS ErOM YEAR

TO YEAR
| | Localfunds | Combination of
Combination of ombinatien o
. Local funds only State and local ;
Fiseal year oniy Stalefua'?dd;ocal on & per funds on a per Child count
' capita basis capita basis

BOTE=BUTE wrvvvurrrimmessessssiasscsssssesscsessstnten st soreeeeesesssseseseesonrs '3509] '5959{ *$50 205 10
4001 *850 ¢ 40 * g5 10

201862017
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TABLE 5—ExampPLE OF How an LEA MaY MEET THE COMPLIANGE STANDARD USING ALTERNATE METHODS FROM YEAR
TO YEAR—Continued

P Local funds Combination of
Combination of
. Local funds ; only State and local :
Fiscal year only Siatafjrséis!ocas en a per funds an & per Child sount
capita basis capita basis
20172018 *500 900 * 50 jeio] 10

*LEA met compliance standard using this method.

Table 6 provides an example of how an
LEA may mest the compliance standard
TABLE 6—EXAMPLE OF HOw AN LEA MaYy MEET THE COMPLIANCE STANDARD USING ALTERNATE METHODS FaoMm YEAR
TO YEAR AND USING EXCEPTIONS OR ADJUSTMENT UNDER §§ 300.204 AND 300,205

using slternate methods {rom vear to year in
years in which the LEA used the excaptions

or adjustment in §§ 300.204 and 300.205,
inctuding using the per capita methods.

Fiseal ygar

Lozal funds only

Complnation of State
ang ipzal funds

Logal funds only on & par capilz basls

Combination of State

2015 2016 ...
2015 2017 ...
2017-2018

Z018-2018 ...

$500° ...
400 ..
4507 .. "
in 2017-2018, the LEA was re-
quirad to spend al least the
same amount In lacal funds only

that it spent in the precading fls-

cal year, subject to the Subse-
quert Years rule. Therefore,
prior to taking any exceptions or
adjustment In §§300.204 ang
300.205, the LEA was reguired
1o spand at igast 3500 in iocal
funds only,

In 23172018, the LEA propary re-
duced Rs expenditures, per an
axception in §300.204, by $50,
and tharsfore, was raguired io
spend at leest $450 in iocal
funds only {3800} fom 2015-
2016 per Subseguent Years rule
—~ B850 afiowable reduction per
an axceplion under § 300.204).

405 ..

in 2018~ , the LEA was re-
quired to spend ab isast the
same amount in jocal funds onty
that it spant in the preceding fis-
cal year, subject io the Subse-
quent  Years rule. Therefors,
priar to taking any excestions or
adiustrnent in §§300.204 and
300.205, the LEA wes required
fo spend at least $450 in tocal
funds anly.

in 2018-2018, the LEA propery re-
duced its expendilures, par an
exceplion in §390.204 by $10
and the adjustment in §300,205
by $10,

Therefors, the LEA was reguired 1o
spend at least 3430 in Iocal
funds only. ($450 from 2017=
2018 — $20 silowable reduction
pet an exseplion and the adjust-
mant  under §§300.208 and
3002083

BIB0” mnrmrnremsomirsennn | S50 s “
950" . 40
1,000 45

IRE1L4 R,

Bacauss the LEA did
not reduca s ex-
pendiures from the
comparisan year
{2017-2018) using a
combination of State
and jocal funds, the
LEA mat MOE.

In 2017-2018, th o pend
at ieast the same amaunt in focal funds oniy
on 2 per capiia basis that It spent i the pre-
ceting fiscal year, subject 1o the Subsequaent
Years rule. Therefore, prior 1o taking any ex-
ceptions or adiustment In §§300.204 and
300.205, the LEA was reguired 1o spend at
least 850 in logal funds only on & per capita
hasis,

In 20172018, the LEA proparly reduced its
aggregale expandiiures, per an exception in
§300.204, by 850,

$50/10 children with disabilities in the compari-
son year (2013-2018) = 55 par capita allow-
able redustion per zn sxception under
§300.204,

$50 losal funds only on a per capila basis
{from 2015-2018 per Subssguent Yesars
nig) — 35 allowable reduction per an ex-
ceplion under §300.204 = $45 local funds
only on & per capita basis 1o meat MOE,

In 2018-2019, the LEA was required io spand
at lzast the same amount in local funds only
on & par cagita basis that it spant In the pre-
ceding fiszal year, subjes! to the Subsaguent
Years ruig. Therefore, prior 1o faking any ax-
ceplions or adjustment in §§300.204 and
300,205, the LEA was required 1o spend at
lzast 545 in local funds only on 2 per sapita
basis,

in 20182019, the LEA properly reduced its
aggregala expendiiures, par an exceplion in
§300.204 by 510 and the adjustment in
§300.205 by 510,

$20/10 children with disabilities In the comparl-
son year (2MM7-2018) = §2 per capita allow-
able reduction per en exception and the ad-
justment under §5300.204 and 300.205.

545 local funds only on a per capita basis
{irom 2017-2018) — §2 allowable reduction
par an excaption and the adjustment under
§§300.204 and 500.205 = $43 local funds
only on & per capita basis reguired 10 mes!
MOE, Aciual level of effort s $405/8 (the
currend year child count),

&nd local funds on a g}zﬂnﬂt
par capita basis
5REY .. 10
85" ... 10
10
T e g

Berause the LEA did
not reduce its ex-
penditures from the
comparisan year
(2017-2018} using 2
cambination of State
and Incal funds on &
per capita basis
{$1.000/8=8111.11
and $111.11 >
8100}, the LEA mal
MOE,

*LEA mat MOE using this method,
Note: When calculating any exception(s) and/or adjusiment on e per capita basis for the purpase of determining tha required leve! of effort, the LEA must use the

child count from the comparison year, and not the child count of the year in which the LEA took the excaplion(s) andfor adjustment. Whan determining the actual
lpvet of effort on a per capila basis, the LEA must use the child count for the current yaar, For example, in 2015-2018, the LEA uses a child count of 8, nol the child

caunt of 10 in the comparison year, o determineg the actual level of effor,

Tables 7 and 8 demonstrate how an LEA
could mest the eligibility standard over &
period of years vaing different methods from

year to year. Thess tables azsume that the
LEA did not take any of the exceptions or
adjustrnent in §§300.204 snd 300,205,

disabilitiss.

Numbers are in §10,0005 budgetad and spent
for the education of children with
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TABLE 7—EXAMPLE OF HOW AN LEA MAY MEET THE EUGIBILITY STANDARD IN 2016-2017 USING DIFFERENT METHODS

Combination
. Local funds Combination Lg%ayl ét;]ngs of State and )
Fiszal year onl of Stata and arca e loeal funds Child count MNotes
¥ looal funds P ar on a par
' capiia basis

2014~-2015 ... * 8500 *$1,000 “850 Y5100 10 | The LEA met the compliance siznd-
arg using &l 4 methods.*

20152016 i | crnrrrcenviresivnninn | s | eonsisenmicennnns | e | oemesssiesssseesss Final Information not availables at
time of budgating for 2016-2017.

How much must 500 1,000 50 00 | v When the LEA submits & budgst for

the LEA budgst
for 2016-2017
to meet the eli-
gibifity standard
in 2018-20177

2016-2017, the most recent fiscal
year for which the LEA has infor-
mation {s 2014-2015, It is not nec-
essary for the LEA to consider in-
formation on expenditures for a fis-
cal year prior to 2014-2015 be-
cause the LEA maintained affort in
2014--2015, Therefore, the Subse-
quent Years rule in §300,203{c) is
not applicabie.

*The LEA met the compliance standard using ali 4 methods,

TABLE 8—EXAMPLE OF HOW AN LEA MAY MEET THE ELIGIBILITY STANDARD I 2017-2018 Using DIFFERENT METHODS
AND THE APPLICATION OF THE SUBSEQUENT YEARS RULE

Combination
Local funds Gombination ngg’! g’r'q”gs of State and .
Fiscal ysar ; of State and ; iocal funds Child count Netes
anry locai funds . petr) capita on a par
asis capila basis
20142015 .vnrnn * 3500 *81,000 T §50 "$100 10
20152016 .. . 430 *1,000 45 108 10
2016-2017 creennrn rebanreres | rereesisesenincens R SO Fina! information no! available at
fime of budgsting for 2017-2018,
How much must 300 1,000 50 100 If the LEA seeks to use a combina-

the LEA budgst
for 2017-2018
1o meet the &li-
gibility standard
in 2017-20187

tion of State and local funds, or a
combination of State and local
funds on a per capita basis, to
meet the eligibility standard, the
LEA does not considar information
on expenditures for a fiscal year
prior fo 2015-2016 because the
LEA maintained effort In 2015-
2016 using those methods.

However, if tha LEA sesks {o use
focal funds only, or local funds
only on & per capita basis, o meet
the eligibility standard, the LEA
must use information on expendi-
tures for a fiscal year prior to
20152016 because the LEA did
not maintain effort in 2015-2016
using either of those methods, per
the Subsequent Years rule. That
is, the LEA rmust determine what it
should have spent in 2015-2018
using either of those methods, and
that s the amount that the LEA
must budget in 2017-2018,

"LEA met MOE using this method.

Table 9 provides an example of how an

LEA may consider the exeeptions and
adjustment in §§ 300,204 and 300,205 when

budgeting for the expenditores for the

education of children with disabilities.
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TABLE 9~—EXAMPLE OF HOw AN LEA May MEET THE ELIGIBILITY STANDARD USING EXCEPTIONS AND ADJUSTMENT IN
§5300.204 AND 300.205, 2016-2017

Combination
- L oral funds Combination E}?ﬁf’j LTZS of State and )
Fiscal year donl of Siate and er caoita local funds Child count Notes
Y local funds F ba"ig an a per
* capita basis

Astual 20142015 ex- *$500 *$1,000 * 850 TE100 10 | The LEA met the complisnce
penditures. standard using all 4 methods,”

Exceplions and adjust- - 50 - 50 -5 <1 O LEA uses the child count number
ment taken in 2015~ fromm  the comparison  year
20186, {2014-2015).

Exceptions and adjust- 25 -25 —-2.50 - 250 LEA usaes the child zount number
rmant the LEA rea- from the comparison  year
sonably expacts 1o (214-2015),
take in 2018-2017.

How rmuch musst the 425 8925 42,580 18 I O When the LEA submils a budget

LEA budget to meat
the eligibllity stand-
ard in 2016-20177.

for 2016-2017, the most re-
cent fiscal year for which the
LEA has Information is 2014
2015, However, if the LEA has
information on exceplions and
adiustment taken in 2015~
2016, the LEA may use that in-
formation when budgsting for
20152017, The LEA may also
usg information that it has on
any exceplions and adjustment
it reasonably expecis to take in
2018-2017 whean budgeting for
that year.

Table 10 provides examples both of how to
caleulate the amonnt by which an LEA failed

to maintain its level of expenditurss and of
the amount of non-Federal funds that an §84  that failure,

must return to the Department on account of

TABLE 10--EXAMPLE OF HOW TO CALCULATE THE AMOUNT OF AN LEA’S FAILURE TO MEET THE COMPLIANCE STANDARD
N 2016-2017 AND THE AMOUNT THAT AN SEA MUST RETURN TD THE DEPARTMENT

. Cambination
o Local funds Combination Lg;}a; é‘j‘nga of Stale and ) Amount of
Flscal year anl of Stats and er canits local funds Child count iDEA Pant B
Y Iocal funds pwh:-;sig an a par subgrant
capita hasis
252018 v * 8500 “8850 | 850" .. $93° . JEUPR BT Not relavant,
2018-2017 400 a0 L A0 i b 5 sumsrssrsnnssrinssssssasnans 10 50
Amount by which 100 200 1 100 (the amount of the 200 the amount of the | e e | oot

an LEA failed to
maintain its
loval of expend-
furas in 2016~
2017,

failure eguals tha
amount of the per cap-
ita shortfall ($10) times
tha number of chiidren
with disabillties In
2018-2017 {16)).

fallure equals the
amount of the per cap-
ita shortfall {820) imes
the number of children
with disabilities in
aG16-2017 (10)).

The SEA detarmines that the amount of the LEA's faillure is $100 using the caleulation mathod that resulis in the lowest amount of a failura.
The SEA's fiability is the lesser of the four caiculated shortfalls and the amount of the LEA's Part B subgrant in the fiscal year in which the LEA
talied to meet the compliance standard. In this case. the SEA must raturn $50 1o the Department because the LEA's IDEA Part B subgrant was
$50, and that is tha lower amount.

*LEA met MOE using this method,

IFE Dog, 20715-08755 Filed 4-27-1E; 8:45 ar}
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